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(1) 

CONNECTING COMMUNITIES: THE ROLE OF 
THE SURFACE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK 
IN MOVING PEOPLE AND FREIGHT 

Tuesday, June 24, 2008 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHWAYS AND TRANSIT, 

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, 
Washington, DC. 

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:06 a.m., in Room 
2167, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Peter A. DeFazio 
[Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. The hearing of the Highway Transit Subcommittee 
will come to order, Connecting Communities: The Role of Surface 
Transportation Network in Moving People and Freight. I for one 
am a big believer in continuing to have a national integrated sys-
tem, one which serves all Americans, and I don’t know where I am 
getting this weird feedback. Where did Jimmy go? He’s wandering 
around with the control panel. I will keep going, hopefully—I am 
hearing a high pitched noise. And I believe that it is something 
that is often neglected in our discussion of Federal transportation 
policy and direction. We tend to focus a lot on a number of the 
huge choke points in the system as we should, as we look toward 
ways to better move people and freight. But we can’t avoid the 
need to serve large areas of the country that are less populated, 
but vital in terms of their production of commodities or vital in 
terms of their recreation resources for all Americans or just vital 
places along the way as freight and people make their way across 
the country. 

Representing a very large district takes me about 7-1/2 hours to 
drive from the northeast corner to the southwest corner, I am per-
haps a little more sensitive to this than some of my colleagues who 
can perhaps walk across their district in a heck of a lot less time 
that it takes me to drive across mine. But I believe it will be key 
component of the reauthorization, and I am pleased to have this 
panel here today to contribute their thoughts on how we can better 
address these concerns. With that, I turn to the Ranking Member, 
Mr. Duncan from Tennessee. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I want 
to welcome all of the witnesses, but especially Mr. Terry 
Bobrowski, who is the very respected executive director of the East 
Tennessee Development District. I tell people that I have a little 
over 700,000 bosses, and he is one of my bosses, and especially he 
will understand that when I say this, I have told people here in 
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Washington that the colors orange and white are almost more pa-
triotic in my district than red, white and blue. 

At about 5 to 11:00 or some time around there I have to leave, 
we have the national champion Tennessee Lady Vols coming up 
today, in fact, already here to go to the White House. And I am 
participating in some events to honor the Lady Vols shortly. But 
I want to thank Chairman DeFazio for holding what I think is a 
very important hearing, and all of the witnesses for coming to par-
ticipate. Our surface transportation network obviously is very im-
portant to the total economic health of our Nation. As we prepare 
to reauthorize the surface transportation programs our diverse 
communities urban and rural and suburban will present different 
sets of challenges that must be met in order to keep up with global 
competition. 

A lot of people are shocked by this in my area because my area 
is such an area of tremendous growth, but two-thirds of the coun-
ties in the U.S. are losing population. I am especially concerned if 
we don’t do everything possible to hold down, or at least hold 
steady the price of gasoline, we are going to put the final nail in 
the coffin in many of these small towns and rural areas, because 
those people on average generally have to drive further distances 
to go to work. Any new national or transportation policies we de-
velop must retain the flexibility to address the needs of these very 
different sizes and types of communities. 

The growth and their pasture in freight traffic has raised several 
challenges for rural communities, including an increase in places of 
congestion. That is why I say I hope we don’t end up forcing more 
and more people into the already overly crowded, overly congested 
metropolitan areas, but larger metropolitan areas do have access to 
policy and funding operations that are not available to some of our 
small towns and rural communities. 

For example, many of these less populated communities highway 
tolls and congestion pricing are not options for financing highway 
projects. I have said before that if I were to propose a toll road in 
east Tennessee, I would end up being one of the most unpopular 
people in my own district. 

As we prioritize our Federal transportation policy and funding, 
I hope we did not lose sight of the challenges facing rural commu-
nities and small Metropolitan areas. Our witness today represent 
a variety of non-urban areas across the country. I hope they will 
be able to share their perspective and help us better understand 
these challenges and what we need to emphasize as we proceed 
with the next highway reauthorization. Thank you very much, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you. I understand that Mr. Coble has a 
brief statement. No, Mr. Brown—I am getting mixed up, sorry, 
then we will come back to you, Howard. 

Mr. COBLE. Very well, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member 

Duncan, for holding the hearing on this important role that our 
transportation system plays in connecting our nations commu-
nities. I would like to welcome all of the members of the panel, but 
particularly would like to welcome South Carolina Secretary of 
Transportation, Buck Limehouse, to the Subcommittee today. Buck 
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is a dear friend and has been at the helm of the South Carolina 
Department of Transportation since 2007. Before that, he was the 
SC DOT commissioner, chairman and executive director. He also 
served as a member of the State Transportation Infrastructure 
Bank Board, giving him an intimate knowledge of the connectivity 
needed of the State. 

Mr. Chairman, we have preeminent service transportation sys-
tem in the world, largely because it connects every community in 
our country together. No point in the lower 48 States is more than 
30 miles from a paved highway. From insuring that freight from 
our Nation’s ports be able to get to shopping centers in middle 
America to align folks who easily travel hundreds of miles away for 
vacation. 

Connectivity is where our surface transportation system is all 
about. Whenever we face significant challenges going into the fu-
ture, and Secretary Limehouse speak to South Carolina’s experi-
ence with these challenges. We face growing congestion that cost 
our Nation some $78 billion per year. Logistically speaking, conges-
tion climbed for the fifth straight year in 2007, hitting a new 
record high of 1.4 trillion. And high fuel costs would only see the 
numbers climb by the end of this year. 

Our Nation’s population set to increase over 140 million over the 
next 50 years. And as much as that population growth is going to 
occur outside of the areas where the original interstate was 
planned around. Right now we have some 70 urbanized areas with 
more than 50,000 people without a direct connection to the inter-
state. I talk often about the potential for I-73 to not just connect 
Myrtle Beach, which sees some 14 million tourists a year to inter-
state system, but for the roads to connect entire areas of the coun-
try together for the first time. While Myrtle Beach has grown be-
cause of its location on the coast, who knows what other commu-
nities are along I-73 ready and waiting to grow. That is why I 
think we need to dedicate ourselves to the next highway bill, to de-
velop an interstate 2 program, to provide needed capacity expan-
sion along corridors that connect that area missed during the first 
phase of the interstate system. 

Again, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing, and 
I look forward to the testimony of our witnesses today. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you. Then a brief statement, Mr. Coble. 
Mr. COBLE. I will be very brief, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, 

I have noticed that you have one of your bosses from Oregon here, 
Mr. Duncan has two of his bosses from Tennessee, Mr. Brown has 
one boss from South Carolina. I feel slighted, none of my bosses are 
present. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I know of no domestic issue 
that is any more significantly important to us and to America than 
the role of surface transportation network in moving people and 
freight. And Mr. Chairman, I agree with the others, I appreciate 
your having called this hearing, I appreciate the witnesses being 
here. I think it will be a step to help prepare us as we consider 
reauthorizing the Federal surface transportation programs next 
year. And I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, Howard, I would reflect that the reason that 
we brought people here is we need help to represent our views, we 
know you don’t need any to represent yours. 
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Mr. COBLE. So do I. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. If there are no further opening statements, we will 

proceed to witnesses. 

TESTIMONIES OF HON. JIM LYNCH, DIRECTOR AND CEO, MON-
TANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION; HON. H.B. 
LIMEHOUSE JR., SECRETARY, SOUTH CAROLINA DEPART-
MENT OF TRANSPORTATION; MARK PANGBORN, GENERAL 
MANAGER, LANE TRANSIT DISTRICT; TERRY BOBROWSKI, 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, EAST TENNESSEE DEVELOPMENT 
DISTRICT; RANDY ISAACS, DIRECTOR, STATE GOVERNMENT 
AFFAIRS FOR GREYHOUND LINES, INC.; AND WILLIAM 
MCDONALD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MEDICAL MOTOR SERV-
ICE 

Mr. DEFAZIO. And the first witness will be the honorable Jim 
Lynch, director and CEO Montana Department of Transportation. 
Mr. Lynch. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I am 
Jim Lynch, the director of the Montana Department of Transpor-
tation. And I appear here today for my Department and four addi-
tional State DOTs, those of Idaho, North Dakota, South Dakota 
and Wyoming. We think it is terrific that this Subcommittee is 
holding a hearing on the benefits of a connected surface transpor-
tation network moving people and freight. 

The network of Federal aid highways plays a critical role in tying 
the nation together, and most of that network is in rural America. 
More specifically, Federal aid highways in our States provide many 
benefits to the Nation. First, our highways provide a bridge for 
through traffic benefiting citizens in areas of origin and destina-
tion. Movements between Chicago and Portland, for example, cross 
the rural west, benefiting citizens at both ends. These are benefits 
in terms of moving people, both people and goods, and it is not just 
a casual observation on our part. Federal Highway Administration 
data show that the percentage of truck traffic in our States that 
does not either originate or terminate within the State is above the 
national average. 

In my State, 62 percent of truck moves are through traffic. The 
national median for States is approximately 45 percent. So, truck-
ing in our States is largely long haul, which serves the national in-
terest. There are tourism benefits, Federal aid roads provide access 
to scenic wonders, like Yellowstone National Park and Mount 
Rushmore. These roads assist agricultural and resource industries 
as well. Federal aid roads not on the NHS also enable crops and 
resources to move to market. This can include forest products, 
which I understand is critical in your State, Mr. Chairman. These 
roads also help serve the Nation’s ethanol production and energy 
extraction industries, which are located largely in rural areas. In 
my State, these roads also are helpful in servicing the new wind 
energy installations. 

Next, I would like to call the Subcommittee’s attention to the 
map on the last page of my written testimony. As you can see, 
these are the five States that I am talking on behalf of here today. 
If the Federal aid system were limited to the NHS, areas in our 
States as big as entire northeastern States would have no Federal 
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aid eligible roads. Connectivity truly would be lost. Also, because 
the Federal Aid System extends beyond the NHS States are able 
to make increased investment on rural routes, enhancing safety on 
those relatively high risk roads. There are also benefits from Fed-
eral investment in transit in rural States. Those investments help 
ensure personal mobility, especially for seniors and the disabled, 
connecting them to necessary services. 

Before closing, let me turn to funding issues. Our States face se-
vere transportation infrastructure funding challenges. We can’t 
provide all these benefits to the Nation without Federal funding 
leadership. We are geographically large. We have extensive high-
way networks and have low population densities. This means that 
we have very few people to support each lane mile of Federal aid 
highway. The national average is approximately 128 people per 
Federal lane mile. In my State, the number is 29, less than one- 
fourth the national average. In addition, citizens in our States 
make per capita contributions to the Highway Trust Fund above 
the national average. The national average contribution to the 
highway account of the Highway Trust Fund is $109 per person. 
Montana’s per capita contribution is $156, 43 percent above the av-
erage. 

I also want to emphasize that with low population and traffic 
densities, tolls are not the answer for funding transportation needs 
in rural America. I’ll say it again, tolls just won’t work for us. A 
continued strong Federal funding role is appropriate to achieve the 
national benefits of a connected system including rural States like 
ours. 

In conclusion, Federal investment in transportation in rural 
States like ours provide important connectivity and other benefits. 
Accordingly, the upcoming authorization bill should provide strong 
funding in support of those rural investments. Thank you again for 
the opportunity to testify before you here today. I am available for 
questions. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Lynch. 
I would turn to the Honorable H.B. Limehouse, Jr., Secretary, 

South Carolina Department of Transportation. Mr. Limehouse. 
Mr. LIMEHOUSE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Buck 

Limehouse, Secretary of Transportation for the State of South 
Carolina. I very much appreciate the opportunity to speak to you 
and the Members of the Committee today on transportation issues 
of critical importance to the Nation. 

The reauthorization of our highway program, the role of surface 
transportation, including mass transit. I am here on behalf of the 
South Carolina Department of Transportation, but most of the 
items I bring before you of are national interest. We like you are 
concerned about rising fuel prices. Ironically the rise in petroleum 
price decreases our revenues and increases our costs. So we get hit 
on both ends. 

Fewer people travel with high gas prices which means less rev-
enue from fuel sales. In South Carolina, our revenues from motor 
fuel taxes for the last 3 months have been below the 2007 levels 
and we expect that trend to continue. We have put cuts in our ad-
ministrative budget and we resulted in about 19 million in savings 
at our agency. This money has already been added to our highway 
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maintenance budgets. But these are far outweighed by the inflation 
that we have experienced in construction and materials. 

America is in the midst of historic transportation in our approach 
to this problem. On the brink of reauthorization we have an oppor-
tunity to nationally address the Highway Trust Fund Equity and 
Federal Highway and Transit programs and congestion mitigation 
while encouraging transportation partnerships. 

First and foremost, the Highway Trust Fund can no longer be 
solely tied to the gas tax, which is calculated as a tax on the num-
ber of gallons of gasoline purchased. This is a shrinking revenue 
source. It does not apply to highway users who drive alternative 
fuel vehicles. There must be other sources of revenue from the 
Highway Trust Fund and inflation must be built into a formula 
which takes into consideration the number of miles traveled on our 
highway system. 

Under the enactment of the Energy Independence and Security 
Act of 2007, automobile fuel economy standards will increase 40 
percent by 2020. And while we applaud the efforts of fuel efficient 
standards, the issue of reliance on motor fuel user fees is not going 
away and it must be addressed at the Federal level. These two 
issues go hand in glove with each other and they should be ad-
dressed simultaneously. 

As you have undoubtedly heard from people like me who rep-
resent so-called donor States, the equity of the Federal program is 
not equitable. The Highway Trust Fund is divided, as you know, 
into a highway account and a mass transit account. South Carolina 
has historically been a donor State. This means that we contribute 
more to the trust fund than we received back from highway and 
transit programs. 

We are also a donor State under the IFTA program which re-
quires us to share diesel tax revenues with other States. The dis-
tribution formula now guarantees South Carolina a return for high-
ways of $0.92 on the dollar and for transit $0.42 on the dollar. 

Among the 50 States, as Congressman Brown alluded to, we are 
45th in geographic size, yet we own and maintain the fourth larg-
est State highway system in the Nation. This simple fact has a tre-
mendous influence on the State Department of Transportation’s de-
cision-making process. Population growth and economic growth are 
putting an increasing heavy burden on all modes of transportation. 
At the same time, we have to be conscious of using our resources 
wisely, protecting the environment that we all live in and man-
aging the public’s money well so that South Carolinians can get the 
best return for their tax dollars. 

Interstate 73 and the port of Charleston access road project are 
two projects that display the need for investments based on popu-
lation and economic growth. Growth is occurring near the U.S. 
coast and we are no exception. The population growth in relation 
to infrastructure has exceeded all expectations. Interstate 73, 
which is a congressionally-designated interstate, has a potential to 
substantially reduce congestion and provide an evacuation route 
from the coastline. 

It is my recommendation there have been no funding for these 
new interstates, and it is my recommendation that you consider es-
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tablishing a program that will require a 50/50 match to ensure that 
the States and localities are serious about their projects. 

With the economic growth of the international port of Charleston, 
it helps the entire southeast region of the United States. But the 
Port of Charleston, like most of the Nation’s seaports, has been es-
tablished for centuries and is embedded in a densely populated 
urban area. The efficiency of our ports has been compromised with 
the characteristics of their surroundings which presents obstacles 
to linking these important freight gateways to national highway 
and rail systems. 

If we truly want to connect communities, we must come together 
and change the paradigm of transportation. We need to establish 
a new transportation vision for the next century that involves a 
Highway Trust Fund, equity and transportation and reducing con-
gestion. Thank you for this opportunity. If there are any questions 
I would be glad to entertain them. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Limehouse. 
With that, I would turn to Mr. Mark Pangborn, he’s the general 

manager, Lane Transit District in Oregon, a district that has pio-
neered the first I believe Small Starts, bus rapid transit project 
with partial fixed guide way systems. And my understanding is 
that you have reached the 20-year projection of ridership in 18 
months. 

Mr. PANGBORN. That is correct, in fact we passed it in 1 year. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Okay. 
Mr. PANGBORN. And we are now growing at 20 percent beyond 

that. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. All right. Well, thank you. Go ahead with your pre-

pared remarks. 
Mr. PANGBORN. Thank you, Chairman DeFazio, Ranking Member 

Duncan and Members of the Committee. I am Mark Pangborn, and 
the general manager for the Lane Transit District. We believe the 
skyrocketing fuel prices, traffic congestion and concerns regarding 
global warming have changed the way Americans look at their 
transportation options. And the conditions are right for a signifi-
cant shift in our attitudes and perspectives on transportation in the 
country. We know this is true for the Lane Transit district, which 
serves the communities of Eugene and Springfield and a metro 
area of about 250,000. 

We have a very high ridership. This last year, we will carry 11 
million rides and we attribute our success to really three factors, 
one of them is innovation. We were the first system in the United 
States to be 100 percent lift equipped, and that was 5 years before 
ADA. We have bicycle racks on all our buses, fully loaded. We have 
a group pass program with over 70,000 people who are members 
of that program and have a pass that they could use to ride the 
bus all the time. But our most interesting project is the bus rapid 
transit. I will talk about that in just a minute. 

The second reason is LTD offers a variety of services to connect 
people to jobs, appointments and social needs. We can’t expect that 
a single type of service is going to work for all situations and for 
all people. 

And third and most importantly we have been fortunate to have 
a stable operational funding and strong Federal support. Virtually 
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every major capital expenditure, from buses to facilities, to our bus 
rapid transit line has been funded in large part with Federal funds. 
This support has been critical to our success. 

Like other systems around the country, our ridership is increas-
ing rapidly. While the ridership increase has put a strain on our 
system and overloads are a problem, our Federally supported in-
vestments in facilities and other infrastructure over the years has 
really prepared us for this growth. I would like to tell you a little 
bit about our efforts in the bus rapid transit because I believe it 
is an important new tool in connecting communities. 

LTD has been in the forefront of the development of this bus 
rapid transit concept. Our system, which we call EmX, is a full fea-
tured BRT that emulates light rail, with features such as exclusive 
transit ways, transit signal priority, improved stops and stations, 
unique vehicles and really a different image than a conventional 
bus. 

Our first EmX corridor connects downtown Eugene with down-
town Springfield and opened for service in January 2007. It is dif-
ficult to overstate the interest and excitement that has been gen-
erated by the first EmX line. Ridership on this line increased im-
mediately to the 20 years projections and now has exceeded that 
by 20 percent, as mentioned. 

If you look to the slides we have there, that is a great example 
of Federal investment and infrastructure. That is our station in 
downtown Eugene, it is the terminus, west terminus of EmX. 

Could I have the next slide? This is the a photo of the grand 
opening and a collection of photos. You can see, Chairman DeFazio, 
with FTA Administrator Simpson, myself and our board chair 
opening it up. 

Next photo. Here is a good example of what a BRT lane looks 
likes, it is two BRT vehicles passing in a corridor. You can see it 
really looks like a light rail, only it doesn’t have the tracks. It just 
has the concrete ribbons for the buses to run on. 

Next. This is a photo of a typical BRT stop, again looking very 
much like light rail except for the tracks. There is something else 
that is not indicated and that is that we were able to build this en-
tire system for $6 million a mile. That is about one-tenth the cost 
of a typical light rail system. So it really brings this into an afford-
able range for a number of communities. In response to the excep-
tional success of the first EmX line LTD is working actively to ex-
pand the system. 

The second EmX line is one of the first to use small starts fund-
ing programs that was created with SAFETEA-LU and the project 
is fully funded and we expect to open in 2010, and we’re planning 
for the third line in west Eugene. 

Now while high capacity transit investments have been employed 
almost exclusively in large Metropolitan areas, LTD’s experience 
with EmX demonstrates that high quality transit in communities 
the size of Eugene-Springfield, can have a significant positive im-
pact on the economic growth and livability of the community. A rel-
atively small investment can have a very positive multiplier effect 
on improving a community’s connectivity options. 

With that in mind, we would propose six recommendations for 
the new service transportation bill: Increase the investment in our 
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Nation’s transportation system. The backlog and infrastructure for 
needs all modes is significant and must be addressed; reflect the 
changing transportation environment and concerns regarding glob-
al warming and peak oil by placing a greater emphasis on transit 
and other alternative transportation modes to meet our future 
transportation needs; streamline project delivery. It still takes too 
long and costs too much money for a project to go from concept to 
implementation; increase funding for FTA small start programs. As 
LTD has demonstrated, this program provides opportunities and 
medium size communities to implement cost effective systems; pro-
vide dedicated funding for bus replacement; and, finally, provide 
operational funding for existing ADA required paratransit services. 
Thank you. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Pangborn. 
They called for a procedural vote, we will try and move quickly 

through two more witnesses here, Mr. Bobrowski, executive direc-
tor of the east Tennessee development district, Alcoa, Tennessee. 
Mr. Bobrowski. 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, good morning to 
yourself and Members of the Subcommittee. If you’ll allow me, a 
special greeting to my Congressman, Congressman Duncan, the 
Ranking Member on the Committee. 

My name is Terry Bobrowski, I am the executive director of the 
East Tennessee Development District headquartered in Alcoa, Ten-
nessee. I am also a member of the National Association of Develop-
ment Organizations Board of Directors and chairman of NADO’s 
transportation task force. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify today on issues 
surrounding community connections, particularly in small Metro-
politan rural regions. We submitted a detailed statement for the 
record, but I will limit my remarks to a few key points. First, the 
Nation as a whole has a vested interest in ensuring that the trans-
portation networks in small towns in rural America are reliable, 
maintained and integrated into the larger national transportation 
system. As Congress works to reauthorize the SAFETEA-LU law, 
it is important that the Federal policy makers take into consider-
ation the unique and pressing highway transit and safety needs of 
small metropolitan and rural America. 

The challenges and pressures facing America’s infrastructure 
network are well documented. The U.S. population is expected to 
grow from 300 million today to 420 million by 2050. Vehicle miles 
traveled are predicted more than doubled to 7 trillion miles by 
2055. Freight traffic growing from 15 billion tons to 29 billion tons 
in 2035. And sadly, 42,000 Americans die each year and 3 million 
more are injured on America’s roadways, 60 percent of those fatali-
ties taking place on 2-lane rural roads. 

While these demographic changes will almost certainly impact 
our major metropolitan hubs, they are already presenting new 
challenges in our Nation’s smaller towns and rural communities. 
These include an aging population requiring new or expanded 
transportation options, seamless connections to global trade and 
commerce centers, and regular maintenance repair of aging roads 
and bridges. 
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The lack of modern transportation assets remains a significant 
roadblock for long-term economic development and community com-
petitiveness in far too many of our rural areas. In the eastern por-
tion of Tennessee, we have witnessed firsthand the impact a viable 
and reliable transportation network can have. For example, the Ap-
palachian Development Highway System, or ADHS, is focused on 
connecting previously isolated areas in the 13-State Appalachian 
region with the national transportation system and the results 
from the development of that highway system have been simply 
outstanding. 

Completing the ADHS by 2035 is projected to create 80,500 jobs, 
3.2 billion in wages and generate over 5 million—excuse me, 5 bil-
lion in increased economic activities. On a smaller scale in my 
home region, we have a challenge with maintaining a system that 
must serve a diverse variety of needs. We must be able to maintain 
a system to serve the Oak Ridge National Laboratory, which is one 
of the most advanced scientific research facilities in the world, by 
also paying attention to the small community of Briceville, which 
is located less than 20 miles away from ORNL, very rural commu-
nity, many homes are not even connected to a rural water system. 

Mr. Chairman, the direct involvement of rural local officials in 
the statewide planning process is also crucial to making transpor-
tation networks work more efficiently and effectively. As the trans-
portation networks in rural and small Metropolitan regions have 
become increasingly complex, more and more States have tapped 
into the planning expertise and local official networks original de-
velopment organizations like my own to help form and staff rural 
planning organizations. Nearly 30 States, including Tennessee, 
have formed RPOs to help identify and rank transportation prior-
ities on a regional basis for consideration by the respective States. 

In 2005, the Tennessee Department of Transportation created 12 
RPOs to serve rural areas not already served by the 11 Metropoli-
tan planning organizations. In the establishment of the RPO net-
work in Tennessee represented a dramatic change from the pre-
vious method of establishing transportation priorities within our 
State. Instead of each city and county lobbying for their particular 
project at the State level, our rural cities and counties are now col-
laborating and cooperating to recommend a list of projects that 
have regional consensus instead of just local impact. Our RPOs 
work hand in hand with and are ultimately responsible to the 
State, that because of our links to local government, we are now 
better positioned to coordinate our State’s transportation plans and 
programs with our regional and local economic development hous-
ing and land use priorities. 

We are becoming better equipped as a State to fully link and con-
nect not only the transportation needs of our communities, but also 
our economic development environmental and land use needs. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, as this panel develops financing alter-
natives beyond the Highway Trust Fund, the members of NATO 
encourage you to consider the unique economic conditions and fi-
nancial capacity of areas outside of the major metropolitan regions. 
We encourage Congress and the administration to pursue and de-
velop new financing models. However, we urge Federal policy-
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makers to retain or strengthen existing funding resources that are 
proven to work in our small metropolitan and rural regions. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me the opportunity to 
testify before you, and I am available for questions at the appro-
priate time. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you. We have 8 minutes 2 seconds. This is 
the first part of the day, so Mr. Isaacs, can you meet your 5-minute 
time line? 

Mr. ISAACS. I believe I can. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Go ahead. 
Mr. ISAACS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Duncan, Members of 

the Subcommittee. Greyhound and its network of independent 
interline partners, is perhaps the single most appropriate model for 
connecting communities nationwide. Properly operated inner city 
buses can provide revitalized feeder services from rural commu-
nities and urbanized areas and the Nation’s transportation grid 
with relatively little investment. 

The infrastructure is in place, and unlike rail or air services, 
buses can go anywhere and provide service at a very low cost. Fed-
eral Government statistics shows that inner city buses are the 
most energy efficient and environmentally friendly mode transpor-
tation in America. Inner city busses can play an even more essen-
tial role in the surface transportation infrastructure. In SAFETEA- 
LU, Congress started to focus on the important role of inner city 
bus service by strengthening the FTA bus and bus facilities pro-
gram, the rural and small urban programs and the over the road 
bus accessibility program. 

When used as intended by statute and regulations, these pro-
grams support the viability of nationwide inner city bus service and 
contribute to enhance modal connectivity. These programs are 
starting to generate positive results and should be retained and 
strengthened in the next reauthorization. 

The rural inner city bus network has been in serious decline in 
recent decades. However, we still serve far more communities than 
any other form of inner city transportation. The private automobile 
demographic shifts that were mentioned a few moments ago a seri-
ous imbalance in Federal support in the inner city bus service. And 
the emergence of cultural and low cost bus services have all con-
tributed. 

To remain viable, Greyhound has had to focus its networks pre-
dominantly on urban to urban markets while trying to maintain as 
much as its rural feeder network as possible. We are actively en-
gaged with State DOTs to reinstate and expand service to affected 
communities nationwide. 

SAFETEA-LU programs and requirements have helped improve 
rural connectivity. The 5311(f) program has now created as a result 
of SAFETEA-LU, a more meaningful dialogue with States and the 
inner city bus industry. It has created opportunities for intermodal 
transportation centers nationwide. Greyhound is now a tenant in 
100 of those facilities with a least another 100 in various stages of 
planning and development where we are able to connect with local 
modes of transportation. 

The SAFETEA-LU and subsequent to SAFETEA-LU with FTA 
we created a pilot local match program using the unsubsidized 
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inner city bus service within a State as an in kind match for serv-
ices which enables the feeder projects established by those services 
to be a lot more stable and provide service on a longer term basis. 
One of those examples is a near feeder service scheduled to connect 
Climate Falls, Oregon Medford, Oregon and Smith River, Cali-
fornia in the next few months. The project will reinstate service 
loss during the Greyhound restructuring and connect Climate Falls 
and Smith River existing Greyhound service in Medford. 

It is to be funded by an FTA 5311(f) grant. And Greyhound will 
provide the local in kind match. An important feature of this and 
other services is that while they make connections for the rural 
inner city bus customers they also connect people with essential re-
gional medical, social service and employment centers. On another 
front and one on which we have been a bit unsuccessful in prior 
reauthorizations is a proposal to create an essential bus service 
program that could supplement and expand EAS type service in 
rural communities to primary airports. An example is Mason City, 
Iowa to Minneapolis, St. Paul. Mason City has EAS service oper-
ated into Minneapolis operated by Mesaba Airlines with three 
schedules a day, and a 33-passenger Saab 340. Jefferson Lines 
motor coach operator based in Minneapolis, also operates three 
schedules a day between Mason City and Minneapolis airports and 
55-passenger motor coach. The flight time is 45 minutes and non 
stop Jefferson service would take approximately 2 hours. 

Jefferson’s fare is $80 and Mesaba charges $900. And the 2007 
EAS subsidy to Mesaba was over a million dollars or about $87 per 
passenger. There is a limited market for $900, 45 minutes flight. 
On the other hand, a much smaller subsidy could produce multiple 
affordable and convenient bus trips in a similar market. 

Greyhound and its interlying partners play an essential role in 
connecting rural communities given our flexibility low cost energy 
efficiency and environmental friendliness, we can play an even 
larger role. We have several recommendations, one is make the 
FTA 5311(f) pilot in kind match program permanent, and expand 
its application to enhance implementation of statewide inner city 
bus feeder services. Require FTA to withhold or deny funding to 
any State that fails to comply with the planning and consultation 
requirements, create an essential bus service program, support pas-
senger information transportation systems, reauthorize the over 
the road bus accessibility program. We look forward to working 
with Congress in that regard, the cost is minimal and the payback 
is significant, thank you. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you for being so prompt. The Committee 
stands in recess. 

The Committee will come back to order. 
We left off with Mr. Isaac’s testimony, and we are now moving 

to the last witness, Mr. William P. McDonald, Executive Director 
of Medical Motor Service of Rochester, New York. 

Mr. McDonald. 
Mr. MCDONALD. Yes. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members 

of the Subcommittee. I am Bill McDonald, and I am Executive Di-
rector of Medical Motor Service, which is a not-for-profit agency lo-
cated in upstate New York in a nine-county region which consists 
of rural, suburban and urban communities. 
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It is a privilege to be here today—thank you very much—to 
speak to you about some of the issues that are facing an organiza-
tion such as Medical Motor Service and other not-for-profit agen-
cies as we try to coordinate and provide a wide range of transpor-
tation services, primarily to older persons and persons with disabil-
ities and special mobility needs. 

Medical Motor Service is probably one of the oldest organizations 
of transportation in this country. We began in 1919 during the in-
fluenza epidemic and started as a volunteer group to take patients 
to hospitals to address critical medical needs at the time. 

We evolved over time, and during World War II, we actually 
stopped using volunteers because of shortages of fuel and the high 
cost of gas and gas rationing, almost facing a situation very similar 
to today in terms of the difficulty of fuel. 

We also expanded our scope of service to meet the needs of not 
just medical, but also children to special education services, adults 
to mental health services, chemotherapy, dialysis, radiation treat-
ment. We do a lot of work with older people to take them to adult 
daycare centers, for shopping access. 

Our role is really to complement the fixed route paratransit serv-
ices in the communities that we serve. We work in conjunction with 
them, and the way that we complement them is by providing a 
service which is more specialized, has different hours of service of 
broader geographical reach, and, therefore, assist people that can’t 
take the traditional fixed-route service. 

As a not-for-profit agency, coordination is really the name of the 
game for us. People don’t ride our buses because they like to going 
on a bus; they ride them because they need to get to some commu-
nity services. 

We coordinate in a number of ways. We work with different 
faith-based groups, operating their vehicles for them in exchange, 
bartering some trips. We work with other not-for-profit agencies 
that turn over their 5310 vehicles to us to operate, and we also 
have the more traditional contracts for service. 

The key issues that are facing us as we endeavor to coordinate 
is a lot of what you have heard today, but takes on a special mean-
ing for us. One is fuel. In the last year, our fuel costs have in-
creased 30 percent. Where they comprised 6 percent of our budget 
a year ago, they are now 12 percent of our budget. Meanwhile, our 
ridership has increased 14 percent, and it is becoming more and 
more difficult. 

We could take the increased cost of fuel and provide fully paid 
health insurance to 100 of our drivers each month or buy two vehi-
cles straight up to serve more and more people that are relying on 
our programs. 

Meanwhile, I did want to mention that we—as a not-for-profit, 
while we are exempt from sales tax, we are still required to pay 
the State and Federal fuel tax and excise taxes. 

Unlike some of our colleagues that work transporting school chil-
dren who are exempt from those taxes, those that transport adults 
are not exempt. In some ways, we see that as an equity issue in 
terms of what we could use that money to provide for service. 

I also wanted to mention that while it is not under the purview 
of this Committee, the Medicaid program is very important for 
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many transportation systems throughout the country and provides 
some infrastructure as well. CMS is currently proposing some rules 
that could limit that benefit to low-income, medically challenged 
people and could actually affect the ability of other transit agencies 
to provide the service. 

We are very appreciative of the work of SAFETEA-LU, the op-
portunity it has provided in funding for not-for-profits, particularly 
through 5310, the ability to flex money. We encourage the continu-
ation of that and also for the initiatives that call for coordination 
of services between human services organizations such as ours and 
other organizations in the community. 

Thank you very much, and we look forward to another 100 years 
of service in upstate New York. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you for your interesting testimony and his-
tory. 

I am looking for my question sheet, which I had before I left and 
now it has disappeared. And I had written some notes on it which 
are not on this one. 

Well, let’s start with sort of a couple of general questions. We 
had several witnesses talk about the enhanced funding. That is ob-
viously something that is going to be very much an issue as we go 
into reauthorization. 

I mean, pretty much everyone except Mary Peters would say, and 
those who are her acolytes or she, whoever she is an acolyte of, 
would say that there is not adequate Federal investment in the na-
tional transportation system, and we need to enhance that. Our 
first one or two witnesses pointed out problems with the potential 
drop-off in vehicle miles traveled or increase in fuel efficiency in 
terms of relying on the gas tax. 

I mean, we can deal with the fuel efficiency issue by having an 
index that would keep the tax stable according to average fleet fuel 
economy. Obviously, the drop in miles traveled is something that 
will affect the trust fund further. 

I am curious what ideas people would have for the short term. 
We have held hearings on this, and most witnesses seem to feel 
that moving toward a mileage parameter such as has been modeled 
in Oregon is desirable, but probably at least one, maybe two, au-
thorizations out. 

Does anybody have any reflections on what they might do more 
immediately or would do in terms of reauthorization to get more 
funding? 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, would you like me to try that first? 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Go ahead. 
Mr. LYNCH. Well, I think, Mr. Chairman, the point of your ques-

tion is immediately. When you are looking at a number of different 
funding opportunities and scenarios to fund the Highway Trust 
Fund, there is really only one—immediately—and that is a General 
Fund infusion to the Highway Trust Fund. 

I think closely following the next step of being immediate might 
be looking at the fund itself, and looking at some of the exemptions 
that have been allowed in that trust fund—and not take away the 
exemptions, because I think some of the exemptions are in fact im-
portant; but let’s recognize that they may be properly a General 
Fund obligation, that today are a Highway Trust Fund obligation. 
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I think that is really the only way we are going to do it imme-
diately. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Similar to the ideas that are being bandied about 
to fix the projected shortfall is by recapturing some of that money 
with General Fund contributions? 

Mr. LYNCH. The Wyden-Thune bill is another example, which is 
a federally funded, assisted bonding bill which would provide 
money in a way similar to the Highway Trust Fund. Those would 
be things that would be my recommendation, which would handle 
the problem the quickest right now. 

The VMT is something to look at, but it is a long ways off. I don’t 
think that is something that we could grasp right away. Oregon 
has done a great job in analyzing VMT, but even they, I think, 
would tell us we are a ways off from perfecting that. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Pangborn, you said you represent a transit dis-
trict. Tell me about the stresses on your transit district or what 
you are aware of, and others, because of this very abrupt and very 
high run-up in high fuel prices and, therefore, correspondingly ab-
rupt run-up in your passenger loads. 

Mr. PANGBORN. I have worked for the transit district for 25 
years, and I never could see that I would be in this particular situ-
ation. Our ridership has grown 35 percent in 3 years and 17 in the 
last year. I mean, all of the things we worked for and urged people 
to do, they are doing, primarily driven, I believe, by the price of 
fuel. 

At the same time, we are facing a situation where our board just 
approved a significant increase in fares—very difficult one because, 
for a lot of people, it will be hard to absorb even a quarter in-
crease—from $1.25 to $1.50; and we are going to have to cut serv-
ice because we do not have the funds, we don’t have the revenue 
streams to support the increase particularly in the fuel and the in-
crease in the ADA-required services, our dial-a-ride services. 

They are growing at 15 percent a year, and our revenue source 
is growing at about 7 percent. What we are having to do is rob the 
fixed-route service in order to support the dial-a-ride service. It is 
a travesty, in some sense, because we are getting people on the sys-
tem that are really accepting it, just in terms of wanting to be on 
transit, and we are running out of capacity and having to cut serv-
ice. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. So we have sort of the perfect storm. People are 
being driven to transit because they can’t afford fuel and transit 
can’t afford the fuel either. So, then, you have got to raise fares on 
the people who are flooding to transit and at the same time cut the 
service, and there will be less availability. 

Mr. PANGBORN. Yes, absolutely. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. If there was, say, some emergency injection or au-

thorization to draw on the Transit Trust Fund this year, do you be-
lieve that it could be well applied by not only your transit district 
but transit districts across the country to meet a very unantici-
pated, short-term emergency situation? 

Mr. PANGBORN. Well, I hope it is short-term. It may not be, but 
it would give us the time to find solutions. I mean, that is what 
we need, because otherwise we are going to have to cut service, and 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 11:09 Jun 19, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 P:\DOCS\43276 JASON



16 

we will lose that very inertia that we have now. It would be crit-
ical, in my estimation. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, Goldman Sachs, who controls a significant 
part of our fuel supply—most people don’t know, but our fuel sup-
ply is not controlled by Exxon Mobil, Shell and others—it is con-
trolled by Goldman Sachs and Morgan Stanley and others. 

Goldman Sachs keeps predicting $200, and of course, if they are 
long, it is going to $200 because they are making money and they 
are controlling the market. It is unregulated, thanks to a dead guy, 
Ken Lay, and Enron—but they are predicting the prices will stay 
really high only until the election, so they probably know. 

Mr. PANGBORN. Well, I hope it is short-term, because for us a 20 
cent increase in the price of a gallon of diesel represents 1 percent 
service loss. That is what we have to cut in order to make that up. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Twenty—— 
Mr. PANGBORN. A 20-cent increase in the price of a gallon of die-

sel represents 1 percent of service for us. So we buy 1 million gal-
lons of fuel a year, so 20 cents would be 200,000. That is what 1 
percent of service costs us. 

So if it goes up 20 percent and we don’t have a corresponding in-
crease in revenue, we have to cut 1 percent of service. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Okay. 
We have had several people testify, Mr. Lynch and Mr. McDon-

ald, specifically, and I believe there was one other, about rural sort 
of trying to meet—well, and of course, Greyhound to some extent— 
rural needs, particularly trying to target small communities that 
don’t have viable scheduled service or other transit options—al-
though it seems like Tennessee is doing some interesting and inno-
vative things there. 

I am just curious, I have been asking for some time now how in 
Federal policy we could better address the needs of the dispersed 
rural populations, particularly an aging rural population, cost-effec-
tively. 

And I would be interested in a quick response anybody has on 
that. 

Mr. McDonald. 
Mr. MCDONALD. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
One way that would help us is technology. We don’t have access 

on our side of the street, nonprofit agencies, necessarily to a solid 
funding stream for technology; but in the less-populated areas, if 
we can get better scheduling and dispatching and vehicle-locating 
systems, I think that would help in terms of the—and sharing that 
among a variety of service providers in a coordinated fashion, I 
think that could help. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. So an IT system that would provide real-time in-
formation and routing to those drivers to both save time and fuel? 

Mr. MCDONALD. Yes, sir. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. That is very interesting. 
Mr. MCDONALD. That is not typically available to agencies like 

ours. It is more available, it seems, to more transit—traditional 
transit systems. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. That is very interesting. 
Mr. Isaacs. 
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Mr. ISAACS. Let me grow that to a different level, information 
technology. 

The technology exists now to allow persons to go onto the Inter-
net, buy an airline ticket, rent a car, get a taxicab and take care 
of their urban transit needs in order to enable a person that they 
can schedule service on Bill’s system, get to Rochester and grab a 
Greyhound bus and perhaps even buy a ticket for both of those 
services, and then do a seamless trip all the way to their destina-
tion. 

That is within grasp, and the further integration of local—non-
profit, public and private services on the local, regional and inter-
city level is something SAFETEA-LU started. We can take that a 
bit further though. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Again, if you have any specific suggestions in that 
specific area, I would be happy to hear them. 

Mr. Pangborn. 
Mr. PANGBORN. I can give you a very specific example of that. 
We just opened a call center in the Eugene-Springfield area. Be-

fore this call center we used to have three systems that managed 
Medicare and our dial-a-ride service. We combined them all in one, 
and the key was technology, as Mr. McDonald said. 

Were we able to—in terms of dispersing who is the best provider 
to provide the trip and how to build that trip and who is going to 
pay for that through these myriad of funding resources, it really re-
quires a very sophisticated IT system in a centralized area-wide 
system. 

But it can be done. It is much more efficient, and it begins to 
provide services out into the more rural areas. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Great. Thank you. 
Mr. Lynch. 
Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I will just add one more point that 

really dovetails well with the other three, and that is offering more 
flexibility in the other program. 

In rural States, you know, flexibility is very important because 
of the diversity of the riders that we may have and the multitude 
of different types of riders we may have within a transportation 
system. So allowing us more flexibility to spend that Federal dollar 
would support what the three other individuals just testified to. 

In Montana, we grew, in 2005, under the increased funding of 
SAFETEA-LU from 12 providers in Montana prior to 2005 to over 
36. If we had more flexibility within the program—supported with 
additional funding—that would allow us to grow even more pro-
viders and offer more affordable opportunities for people to ride 
mass transit. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I would appreciate any follow-up you can give us 
on specific barriers to that flexibility. That would be helpful. 

With that, I turn to Mr. Brown. 
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would thank all the 

members of the panel for coming and sharing this insight. 
Mr. Limehouse, in your closing remarks you identified partner-

ships as the future of transportation funding. I would like you to 
explore that thought a little more, and please mention any active 
partnerships that you have seen that have been successful. 
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Mr. LIMEHOUSE. Mr. Chairman—and I have trouble not calling 
Congressman Brown ″Chairman Brown,″ because he was Chairman 
of our Ways and Means for so long—but he put together and au-
thorized a bill that provided us with a State transportation infra-
structure bank, which I was suggesting might be something that 
could be applied on a Federal level, because this would allow you 
to leverage the existing funds that you have without creating new 
funds. 

Congressman Brown’s act provided one of the most innovative 
programs in the United States, and it is kind of the old theory, the 
good Lord helps those who help themselves. We have, I under-
stand, done more projects under our State infrastructure bank pro-
gram than all the other States put together. That is my under-
standing. Major projects, rural and urban, they have been very suc-
cessful, about $3 billion in new projects, and we got them done. 

We did 27 year’s worth of work in South Carolina in 7 years with 
the use of bonding programs; and we did it under the old pricing, 
so we didn’t get hit by some of this inflation. 

So we are pushing the fact that if you will partner with the 
States, you will see who is really serious about going ahead with 
programs, and they will find other sources of funding to match the 
Federal funds. The program I am referring to, Congressman Brown 
put in a local match so that all the local communities that wanted 
projects or projects that—existing ones improved, like the bridges 
down in Charleston and the interstate in his district, they were re-
quired to put up a local match, so they came from a variety of 
sources, but not gas tax. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Limehouse, on the issue with the local match, 
do you know how many counties have actually had referendums to 
implement a local sales tax in order to generate the local match on 
the infrastructure bank? 

Mr. LIMEHOUSE. Congressman, we have a local sales tax in Beau-
fort, York, Florence, Oconee, Berkeley, Dorcester, Charleston and 
about five or six counties that are putting it on the referendum for 
this year. So they realize that if they don’t put something into the 
fund that we are not going to be able to do all the things—any 
State that is growing can’t keep up with their infrastructure needs, 
so that is what we are going to. 

We are not just using local option sales tax, we are using hospi-
tality tax, we are using local option gas tax, a variety of sources 
to supplement the State and the Federal funds. 

Mr. BROWN. With that background, do any other members of the 
panel have any creative ideas that they have used to enhance the 
road infrastructure in your jurisdictions? 

Mr. ISAACS. If I may, Greyhound has been working very closely 
with a number of State DOTs to improve the number of enhanced 
transportation services statewide and even to replace some of the 
services that have been lost in our reorganization. 

What we are finding—even this week, I had a conversation with 
a rural transit agency in Alabama. Where you have an economic 
engine and a small urban area, you have the ability to raise the 
sales tax, convention taxes and others. 

In rural America, agencies and cities or small towns are strug-
gling to come up with that local match. I knew an agency this week 
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that had a capital grant made available through SAFETEA-LU 
that could not raise the local match and had to have the—the grant 
was not fully realized as a result. 

There has got to be some way, especially for rural areas, to help 
meet that. One of our thoughts was to help meet, at least on the 
surface side, with the local in-kind match using Greyhound, unsub-
sidized Greyhound services of value for that purpose. 

Mr. BROWN. I know the Secretary can probably answer this bet-
ter than me, but in South Carolina we have what we call a C Fund 
program that actually helps—we called it back in the early parts 
the ″farm-to-market roads,″ which helped, I guess, subsidize those 
local communities that could not participate. 

Yes, sir. 
Mr. MCDONALD. Mr. Brown, we have worked to get matching 

dollars for some of the Federal transit grants that we have from 
private sources and have found some measure of success with that, 
local businesses that we contract with to provide shopping shuttles, 
as well as foundation and grants that way. 

We have struggled a bit to get flexibility of match with some of 
the other Federal funding sources, however, such as the Adminis-
tration on Aging; and it seems that we get an unclear message 
about whether we can utilize some of those fundings, put them to-
gether, if you will, to buy a vehicle. And it would certainly be help-
ful to have that flexibility. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is gone. 
The dialogue I was trying to create is the fact that our Highway 

Trust Fund up here is certainly underfunded, I think, by about $8 
billion. We are trying to reconcile that now. 

But what I wanted to just identify was the struggling the States 
are having to try to meet the congestion problems they have had 
within the States, and also as we increase the mileage of our vehi-
cles and actually have less funds coming in with the gas tax. 

I would hope that this Committee would take a look at trying to 
find some alternative ways to finance the reserve fund. 

Thank you. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. I thank the gentleman. I am open to ideas on that, 

so I would be happy to have that discussion. 
Mr. Arcuri. 
Mr. ARCURI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like to thank the panel for being here. I would like to 

especially thank Mr. McDonald, my neighbor from New York. I 
apologize for not getting back in time for all of your testimony, but 
I heard the end, and thank you for being here and sharing your 
perspective with us. 

Gentlemen, I just have one question. I am from a district that 
has several cities, small cities in it. They all have mass transit 
companies in them. Some are the same companies, some share the 
same company between municipalities, others have independent. 

My concern is this: The companies are good at getting people 
from the inner city, the cities to the suburbs, but how are we going 
to get the people from the rural areas, who are really suffering, 
into the urban areas where many of them do their shopping? They 
seem to be suffering the most as a result of the gas prices. They 
have to come the longest distances. 
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I mean, do we put the lines in? Do we run the lines to the rural 
areas and hope that they will come? You know, ″build it and they 
will come″? Or do we wait until the demand gets to the point where 
we have to then bite the bullet for the short term and let the lines 
run even if the ridership is down very low? 

Do you have any thoughts or suggestions on it? 
Mr. Isaacs? 
Mr. ISAACS. With respect to rural service, the shifting demo-

graphics don’t always support building the service and they will 
come. 

I think the successes that we have seen with our efforts are link-
ages between the existing—there are, what, roughly 1,000 rural 
transit operations throughout the United States, and the extent to 
which those rural transit agencies can link with inter-regional and 
intercity services coming into Rochester where there may be an 
intermodal facility, where modes are all present—Amtrak, regional 
rail, ground, and others—can certainly enhance the mobility of 
rural customers. 

But—sometimes it may be a demand-response service coming 
from the rural area into the more urbanized area, but the network 
is there. I think building a bridge among the disparate players to 
integrate the services long term is a good policy idea. 

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. McDonald? 
Mr. MCDONALD. Yes, Mr. Arcuri, I think that one of the ways is 

to take those resources in those rural areas, whether it is an Office 
for the Aging vehicle and so on—and it gets to that technology and 
coordination piece again, where if we can have better communica-
tion and better linking of those existing resources, and know where 
they are and how to dispatch them better, we could build on that 
and run a shuttle into a more urban area. 

And we are doing that. I think we can do more of that. The in-
vestment doesn’t have to be huge vehicles and fixed route lines al-
ways; it can be more of a coordination focus, removing those bar-
riers, though, that prevent an Office for the Aging vehicle to be 
used in another fashion, for instance. 

Mr. ARCURI. Well, now I guess the tough question, how do we get 
that message out? How do we get that message out to people in the 
rural communities that the services—that services will be granted 
at the following times? 

Yes, sir. 
Mr. PANGBORN. I don’t think it is difficult to get the message out. 

There is a pent-up demand out there; they are looking for it. There 
are communication services. There are a number of social networks 
that are already established. It is really to have the service. 

One example—and flexibility is really the key—is what’s called 
the deviated fixed route, is that you have—you put it out and say, 
we are going to run a bus from this little small community into a 
large community twice a day or every 2 days, whatever it is, and 
here are the days; and if you live within so many miles of that, we 
will actually come off route and pick you up. 

You start doing that, and soon you will build a market that 
maybe you can even add more service because people will start 
finding ways to get to it. 
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People work very hard to get to that transportation they need. 
You just need to have it out there and accessible to them. That is 
our experience anyway. 

Mr. ARCURI. Yes, sir. 
Mr. LYNCH. Congressman, I might add, in Montana we are rural. 

In fact, we are as rural as it gets. We were able to, in just less than 
3 years, triple the ridership, the entities serving riders in the State 
of Montana, going from 12 to over 36. 

In what we did, as I mentioned earlier, flexibility is very impor-
tant. But in that flexibility, I think you also need to encourage, in 
a way, providing revenue to those agencies that are willing to co-
ordinate, meaning that they are not just going to take their rider, 
they are going to take a multitude of riders. 

I believe you also—we need to look at how we are positioning 
those buses. You know, buses should be going to—buses and trains 
and airplanes should be going to the same areas rather than drop-
ping somebody off 15 miles from another location and another form 
of transportation. I think that is an enhancement to mass transit 
that is very much needed even in rural States. 

Mr. ARCURI. Mr. Limehouse. 
Mr. LIMEHOUSE. Congressman, we had a situation that goes right 

to the point of your question. I found that there were numerous 
providers that were all going by the same place, so in our State last 
year we diverted the funding to some of the other agencies where 
we didn’t have the ridership. And so, you might be going to medical 
treatment, or you might be going to work, but the same provider 
is now carrying multiple passengers of different persuasions. 

So it has worked out pretty well. It is certainly better for us be-
cause it is cheaper for us to pay somebody else than to run the 
same route with nobody on the bus. 

So that is what we are doing. Thank you. 
Mr. ARCURI. Very good. Thank you, gentlemen, very much. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you. 
Howard, do you have any questions? You don’t have to have any 

questions, but if you have one, I will entertain them now. 
Mr. COBLE. I will ask one very quickly. Thank you. Pardon my 

late arrival. I had to go to the floor, as you all know. 
Mr. Limehouse, my neighbor to the south, in your testimony you 

speak of the Highway Trust Fund’s inability to effectively meet the 
demands of the motoring public. What alternatives, solutions, 
would be a better option for financing our Nation’s surface infra-
structure? 

Mr. LIMEHOUSE. Congressman, we have to get away from the 
number of gallons purchased, because it is not in our national in-
terest to use a large number of gallons of motor fuel. So the tax 
has to be based on the number of lane-miles or some calculation 
that is usage and not number of gallons of gas you buy. 

In our State and also in North Carolina, because we have aggres-
sive programs right now because we are growing, both tourism and 
other—you know, manufacturing, we feel that we should partner 
with the local communities and the Federal Government to come 
up with and get private business involved in the transportation 
systems. 
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Mr. COBLE. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Lynch, at the table, you probably are the most rural State 

represented here today. Let me ask you a two-part question. 
Should Federal dollars continue to be a central part of financing in-
frastructure needs in rural States, A; and, B, how do rural States 
attempt to leverage resources to maximize each Federal dollar they 
receive for their transportation systems? 

Mr. LYNCH. Congressman, the answer to the first question is, 
yes, and primarily because of what we are dealing with in our— 
the five States that I am talking about. In particular, in Montana, 
for example, we basically have—24 of our 56 counties have less 
than two people per square mile. So, to find some resources from 
the citizenry within the State of Montana is very difficult for in-
creasing funding. We need a strong Federal role in highway trans-
portation for the State of Montana. 

We maximize—we have a very high state gas tax. And, as I said 
in my written testimony, ours is $156 per capita in what we con-
tribute to the Federal highway account, which is far above the na-
tional average. And we have a high gas tax in Montana, but we 
also have a lot of uses—we are a bridge State. Our State provides 
opportunities for other States, and that is why the Federal role, I 
think, is very important for our State. 

We match every Federal dollar we receive, and we do it very effi-
ciently. We have a pavement management system to make sure we 
put the money on the roads that need the attention and not nec-
essarily a favored project anywhere. 

Mr. COBLE. Thank you. Thank you, gentlemen. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 
Mr. DEFAZIO. The next set of questions will be from Ms. Hirono. 
I have to complete a call to my governor on an urgent issue, so 

I am going to ask her to assume the Chair and excuse myself from 
the panel. She will take over in a moment. 

Ms. HIRONO. [presiding.] Mr. Limehouse, I think I heard you say-
ing something about you were able to do 37 years of infrastructure 
work in only 7 years. 

Can you just tell me a little bit more about that, because one of 
the things that we have heard in our various hearings is that it 
takes so long to get the Federal money, to go through all the hoops 
and to do anything. So I am very interested to hear how you all 
did it. 

Mr. LIMEHOUSE. Thank you, Congresswoman. 
What we determined was that the cost of construction, materials 

and labor was going up faster than the interest that we would have 
to pay on bonds, so we bundled together all of the projects around 
our State that we thought we would need to do; and we calculated 
with the use of an aggressive bonding program through the infra-
structure bank that we formed under the legislation that Congress-
man Brown authored. We went out and hired large companies to 
break it down so that they will—you know, all of the State was 
represented, and we completed those projects in 7 years. 

So now a small portion of our Federal and State funds go to serv-
ice debt instead of building roads. We have found it to be extremely 
successful, and it was a fantastic cost savings to the State. 
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Ms. HIRONO. Now, we don’t have a Federal version of an infra-
structure bank, right? I mean, that was one of the bills suggested, 
I think it was only last week, in one of these hearings that we have 
had here. 

Would you recommend that the Federal Government look to pay-
ing for Federal infrastructure needs through this kind of an entity 
or through a bonding kind of a fund-raising mechanism than what 
we currently have? 

Mr. LIMEHOUSE. In my opinion, if you authorize that imme-
diately, that would get us through this crisis period, because then 
you would only—only the projects that States were really inter-
ested in, or local communities were focused on that had need would 
go forward, because if they had to help, they wouldn’t be so quick 
to ask for funding. 

So I think a national infrastructure bank along the lines that we 
developed would be very helpful right now, particularly in this pe-
riod of time where no one can keep up with construction costs that 
are rising so quickly. If you bonded out, you made your projects, 
you would fix those costs today. 

We also use design bill and other things that set the costs on the 
front end, so that we didn’t have them escalate through the life of 
the project. Those are the techniques that we are using to control 
our costs in South Carolina. 

Ms. HIRONO. Do the other panelists have anything to add? Do 
you agree that we should look to other ways of raising money to 
pay for our infrastructure needs? Bonding? 

Having an infrastructure bank at the Federal level may be one 
way. Do you have any thoughts, any of the other panelists? 

Yes. 
Mr. LYNCH. Congresswoman, I mentioned in my testimony and 

also here, the Build America Bonds program is a good program. 
Why I think it is good for rural States is that it guarantees money 
to the rural States. Infrastructure banking plans, they are okay as 
long as the mechanism is, but how are you going to get the funds 
to States like Montana and the other four that I represent that 
have small amounts of funding. 

You know, a $50 million project in Montana has never happened. 
I think most of these infrastructure banks and large programs are 
talking about $500 million projects or programs. So, I think when 
you look at funding sources you can’t lose sight of the needs that 
rural America has and the limitation they have to participate in 
such mega-programs. 

Ms. HIRONO. Well, I can completely agree with that because I 
represent a district that is six islands, and five of the six islands 
don’t really have much of a transportation system to begin with. 

I have another question about—but I think one of you mentioned 
that we—or many, several of you may have mentioned that we 
have these funding silos for highways, for aviation. There is some 
suggestion that maybe we should not have these silos, to create 
more flexibility, intermodal flexibility not just within the Highway 
Trust Fund, to have flexibility there, but to allow—to think in 
terms of intermodal so that we can use these various funds in ways 
that will allow States, as well as the Federal Government, to estab-
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lish some priorities in a different way than we currently approach 
the issue. 

Mr. MCDONALD. Yes, Congresswoman. I just want to reiterate 
how important that is for agencies such as ours and other not-for- 
profits and small rural transit where what we could do with what 
is a small rounding error in a highway project is phenomenal. 

To the extent that it is easier to flex some of those dollars be-
tween these silos and have local planning areas and local commu-
nities have some authority in saying that, would be just an incred-
ible boost and help to community transportation. 

Ms. HIRONO. Do the rest of you agree with that kind of an ap-
proach? We would have to do a lot of changes to Federal law in 
order to allow that kind of flexibility, wouldn’t we? 

Yes. 
Mr. PANGBORN. Yes, the SAFETEA-LU did actually build in 

some flexing between highway dollars and transit. I know in Or-
egon that money was flexed at the State level and went into 
projects such as was mentioned by the last speaker, and we have 
used it at LTD. Of course, it is a double-edged sword. 

Right now, you have this big press coming to have more empha-
sis on transit. At the same time the roads are in really tough cir-
cumstance also. But at least you make it a local decision. It is 
made at the level where people really have to live with the product. 
It is not-- you know, the Federal Government acknowledging it is 
a need, but letting the decision be made locally in a flexible way; 
and I think that is appropriate. 

Ms. HIRONO. Thank you. I believe my time is up. Does anyone 
else have questions? 

Mr. Carney? 
Mr. CARNEY. Thank you, Madam Chair. This is a question for the 

entire panel. 
We know how much it costs, or we have a rough estimate, at 

least, of how much it costs to fix the Nation’s infrastructure. 
Do we have any idea of the cost if we don’t? Feel free, panelists, 

to jump in on that one. 
Mr. MCDONALD. A lot more. 
Mr. PANGBORN. I wish I could give you a number. I can tell you 

in some ways, you know. I talked about, we are having to raise 
fares and cut services. 

I just was at a public hearing last week where there were 35 peo-
ple, all testifying, saying that if you cut my service, I will lose my 
job; I have no other means to get to my job. If you cut my service, 
I will not be able to go to school, because I will have to move. You 
know, that is very difficult. 

So, I mean, there are some real, real issues here in terms of peo-
ple, just economic viability of a community if, in fact, we don’t real-
ly make an investment. 

Mr. CARNEY. Mr. McDonald. 
Mr. MCDONALD. Congressman, to that point, I know in the areas 

of nonemergency medical transportation, there have been some re-
cent studies that have done an analysis of the cost benefit. And the 
higher cost of not getting people to medical care for preventive 
services is quite staggering. I don’t know what those numbers are, 
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but the Transportation Research Board did a recent study, which 
is available. 

I mean, it is staggering. It is what you think it would be. It is 
more than just not being able to get down a highway because it is 
not fixed. Or cross a bridge; I mean, it has life-threatening implica-
tions and higher health care costs as well. 

Mr. CARNEY. Thank you. 
Yes, Mr. Bobrowski. 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. I think a great example is the Appalachian De-

velopment Highway System within a large region, a 13-State re-
gion. That program was developed back in the 1960s, and continues 
now and is expected to be completed in 2035. 

That really is the primary region that the Appalachian region 
has been able to achieve progress towards parity with the rest of 
the country. It really is based upon transportation, removing isola-
tion, allowing folks economic opportunities. 

Certainly that has occurred within our region. U.S. Highway 25E 
is a highway that is going to cut about 60 miles of travel between 
folks coming from the east going to the west, and is also going to 
be designated—we hope it is going to be designated as a National 
Scenic Byway. So there are tremendous tourism possibilities. 

There is economic development there. There is efficiency and ef-
fectiveness there. 

Today, our Tennessee Department of Transportation has turned 
into an operation and maintenance organization primarily, not able 
to develop new projects. That is a big, big problem for our rural 
areas and something that is backlogging; it is going to continue 
into the future as Federal recessions occur, so things are getting 
much worse. 

Mr. CARNEY. So you wouldn’t mind seeing some more ARC high-
way miles allotted? 

Mr. BOBROWSKI. We would love to see more miles. 
Mr. CARNEY. Me, too. 
Anyone else on the larger question? 
Yes, Mr. Lynch. 
Mr. LYNCH. Congressman, you know, it is a very important ques-

tion, but also a very difficult one to answer. I think it would be dif-
ficult for States, you know, rural States like ours, which do not 
have a large population. 

I am assuming, when you say you no longer fund the Federal 
transportation system, two things happen: You are just not funded 
at all and no repairs are made. Or do you look at other ways of 
funding within that State? There are States that would just not be 
able to pick up that load—look at the size of Montana and 600 
miles across and the bridging that you have. 

The second cost you have is, it wouldn’t just be the cost to Mon-
tana. There is a tremendous amount of economic engines that are 
being developed, from Portland and Seattle to Chicago to Min-
neapolis, that not having a transportation system across the State 
of Montana wouldn’t mean they would move their goods to another 
route. It would mean they would probably lose their business to an-
other entity that could move their goods more efficiently or better. 
So the cost is insurmountable and would keep multiplying in that 
respect. 
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So—but when you look at the dollar aspect of a job, I can tell you 
that if we don’t maintain our roadways, we can go from $1 million 
a mile to $4 million a mile in a very short period of time. If we 
have to totally turn our roads back to gravel, which some provincial 
governments north of our border have done because they have lost 
funding, that would be detrimental to the Federal transportation 
system; and it is probably a route we would not want to go down. 

Mr. CARNEY. Thank you. Anyone else? 
Thank you, Madam Chairman. No further questions. 
Ms. HIRONO. Ms. Richardson. 
Ms. RICHARDSON. Yes. I will be very brief. I am really here in 

support of my colleagues because I come from a pretty area that 
has highways everywhere. So when I read the material last night 
about rural roads and all this, it was a true learning experience. 

So I am here to support my colleagues. I have one question, 
though. 

There is discussion here in Washington about consolidating some 
of the Federal transportation grants to States. While the aim is to 
reduce the red tape and to speed the flow of funding to commu-
nities, are there potential pitfalls that you worry about that could 
adversely affect your particular communities? 

If so, what could we do to help you if that, in fact, occurs? 
We have had—let me just summarize my question that I just 

asked you there. We have had several Committee hearings, and 
they have said we need to take the programs from 100 down to 10, 
and this would be one of them. 

What do you see the impacts would be, and how can we prevent 
you from being harmed in that way? 

Yes. 
Mr. PANGBORN. I think consolidation and flexibility, which has 

been a theme that we have talked about here at the table, is an 
important goal. 

What you have in place is a whole system that has been built 
up to accommodate the Federal silos of funding. So I think a whole-
sale kind of consolidation might throw kind of the local decision 
process into chaos, and it would take a while to adjust. 

I think a ratcheting down in terms of consolidation would be a 
good idea, though, because it would allow that greater flexibility 
and more local decision-making. But probably over a period of time, 
either during the 6-year course of a bill or over the course of a cou-
ple of bills, it takes a long time for local governmental decision- 
making processes to adjust. You have got this whole system, and 
if you do it quickly, it really doesn’t accomplish where you want to 
go because you get poor decisions instead of reasoned decisions. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Mr. McDonald. 
Mr. MCDONALD. Yes, Congresswoman. I have been in community 

transportation for 25-plus years, and I can say, probably, it would 
be worth the risk in terms of the trade-offs. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. That is very interesting. 
Mr. MCDONALD. If you were to have more consolidation, have 

more local control and say, because the silos, I just conclude, pre-
vent a lot from happening. For people with disabilities and the el-
derly, which is the group that we work with, there is so little 
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money now in Federal transit funds dedicated to that purpose, that 
I think the risk is worth it for us. 

Ms. RICHARDSON. Thank you. 
I yield back the balance of my time to our great Chairman and 

Chairwoman. 
Ms. HIRONO. Chairman Oberstar. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Thank you, Madam Chairman, for covering bases 

while Mr. DeFazio tends to other issues. It is good to be have you 
in the chair. 

Ms. HIRONO. It is good to be here. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. You are a strong advocate of public transit, and 

we appreciate that very much. 
This hearing is very important for the future of transportation. 

I have been distracted by other Committee activities this morning, 
one of which was a session with the travel and tourism interests 
from across the country. Mr. Mica and I, actually, our Full Com-
mittee Ranking Member and I are making a presentation to travel 
and tourism interests about the need to sustain transportation in 
the future for support of this third most important economic sector 
in most of our States. 

But so much of travel and tourism is centered around attractions 
in rural communities, I pointed out that Yellowstone and Grand 
Teton National Parks attract 9.5 million visitors a year. That is 
five times the population of Montana, and Wyoming combined. You 
can repeat that all across the country. 

Now, in the aviation situation, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, Mr. Brown, who is a champion for travel to South Carolina 
for tourism investment in South Carolina, he knows very well that 
if everybody had to drive there, they wouldn’t come. 

You have to—you need all the modes. We need to upgrade the 
high-speed rail service on the East Coast. We need to invest in the 
Midwest high-speed rail initiative. We need to invest in the south-
ern tier, in the northern tier, service that used to be the Empire 
Builder to the West Coast from Minneapolis-St. Paul. California is 
one-fourth of all of Amtrak passenger traffic, but between these 
great points of interest are small towns, rural communities that 
are not adequately served by public transit. 

As the public has reached out for transportation alternatives in 
this high-fuel-price era again, although much more than in the 
1972-to-1974 oil crisis or in the mid-1980s when we had another 
spike in oil prices—and after Gulf War I there was a spike in oil 
prices, but it quickly subsided; this is long and sustained. 

People are looking for transportation alternatives. 
The problem is, we have underinvested in transit until the 

ISTEA legislation of 1991, when we began to increase the percent-
age out of the Highway Trust Fund into transit systems and to es-
tablish a set-aside, a separate account, formula program for rural 
transit, the 5311 program. But in that period of time from, say, the 
1960s until the mid-1990s, there was so little investment that our 
manufacturing capability moved offshore. 

I held hearings in 1985, 1986, 1987 on the Buy America program, 
working well in highways, working well in the Corps of Engineers, 
the Clean Water Program—terrible in transit because the capa-
bility to produce all the parts had moved offshore. Allied Signal is 
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about the only domestic manufacturer, and they were outsourcing 
much of their work because there was no market for it. 

The market is there now, and those transit systems are aging. 
Transit buses should be replaced every 6 or 7 years; you find buses 
now that are running 1.5 million miles in urban centers. Our rail 
cars are—in light rail, commuter rail systems, street cars are rust-
ing out. 

You go to places like Chicago, which has the second largest tran-
sit system in America, 800 million trips a year; and they are weld-
ing pieces in, holding their rails into the support structures of their 
rail cars, of their bus system. You look underneath, it is all rusting 
out, and they don’t have the capital to replace. 

Worse are the rural areas, smaller communities. 
When I was growing up, we didn’t have a car. My father had a 

very firm world view, if you can’t walk there or take the bus there, 
you don’t need to go there, wherever ″there″ is. So for one summer 
he bought a 1937 Ford to go fishing. And he would come home from 
work in the underground mine, and then we didn’t know enough 
to drain the radiator, so the block froze and the car was scrapped, 
and we never again had a car. 

But we always had the Greyhound bus. And you would get on 
the Greyhound bus and go over to Hibbing, just 6 miles from Chis-
holm, to see my grandmother and family over there. We would go 
across the range; that is the iron ore mining country. Then the 
automobile just sort of squeezed out bus service. 

So who is providing transportation services to small communities 
with aging populations who don’t want to move to urban centers, 
who have needs that are provided by urban centers such as, well, 
say, in Hibbing, a population of 20,000, of Virginia, a comparable 
population, Duluth? 

But if you live 30 miles out in the countryside, how do you get 
there? The Arrowhead Economic Opportunity Agency has a bus 
service, and similar economic opportunity agencies provide this 
service. It is not provided by a multicounty transit agency; it is not 
provided by a multicommunity transit agency. 

We have to find ways to provide that service. 
In hearings that I held also in the late 1980s on a multiplicity 

of transportation services into small towns or into rural areas, we 
found that those who are making calls on homes to take persons 
to medical visits or simply to shopping in minivans or minibuses 
often found someone on the floor with a heart attack or a stroke. 

They are providing a medical service. They are providing support 
service. Yet this is not part of an organized transportation service; 
it is part of some other function of government. 

All right, now, you are all practitioners of the art. What do we 
need to do to 5311 with the $2 billion that we allocated over the 
5 years of SAFETEA? What changes do we need to make in service, 
public transportation service to small communities, in what ways, 
to assure sustainability so that people don’t have to move out of 
their homes, don’t have to crowd into multiliving facilities where 
they will enjoy their quality of life and live a better life and not 
be in some sort of public-supported activity like a nursing home or 
congregate-care activity? They can live independently, but they 
need transportation. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 11:09 Jun 19, 2009 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00042 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 P:\DOCS\43276 JASON



29 

All right, there you are, there is your charge. You are going to 
write the next transportation bill, this part of it. Tell me what you 
want to do. 

Yes, Mr. Isaacs. 
Mr. ISAACS. With respect to rural transportation, intercity bus is 

essential, as you know. We have worked with your office many 
years now. We have worked with the Arrowhead Economic Oppor-
tunity through Judy Byman for many years. You have been an ad-
vocate for rural transit for a long time. 

There is still a discrepancy between the funding levels and the 
population levels in rural areas, so increasing the Federal funding 
for rural areas to at least match the population comparable to the 
percentages would be one step in the right direction. 

Maintaining the relatively small subsidies going to intercity bus 
service would help, and enabling those agencies that are out 
there—the Arrowhead Economic Opportunity Agency—to be able to 
link with intercity bus services, so that you do have a local pro-
vider providing that service to the next larger town that can con-
nect with intercity bus services. The same way with Amtrak, with 
the remaining air network that will be around in the years future 
and intermodal air transportation centers is, in my way, in my 
mind, the best bang for the buck. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Well, rather than creating a new intercity trans-
portation system, we already have Greyhound, Jefferson lines, sev-
eral other intercity private sector services. Is contracting with a 
transit—rural transit agency sufficient? 

Mr. ISAACS. It helps. Other than the 5311(f) program, there is no 
funding that enables that kind of connectivity to exist. Where it 
does exist, you have a local champion that takes it on. 

So to the one question that Ms. Richardson raised about what is 
the downside of removing the funding silos, one downside is mak-
ing sure that those programs that are funded for rural areas, at 
least are funded at an appropriate level with some guarantees that 
there are going to be some funds available for them. 

But a program that would not only encourage those who want to 
do it locally, but make it the law of the land, would be very helpful. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. I paid particular attention to a question from Ms. 
Richardson, a new Member of Congress, that every time she walks 
into this Committee room, she has got her thinking cap on. We ap-
preciate that. 

I just have to make a personal disclaimer about Greyhound. 
Greyhound started in my district between my hometown of Chis-
holm and Hibbing, our next-door-neighbor town, by bus, Andy, who 
started driving miners to work in his 1926 Hupmobile. 

Go ahead, Mr. McDonald. My late wife is from Rochester, New 
York. 

Mr. MCDONALD. Oh, okay. It is a great place. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. I spent a lot of time up there. 
Mr. MCDONALD. Beautiful time of year up there right now. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes. Lilacs. 
Mr. MCDONALD. Yes, exactly. 
In some of the more rural areas of Monroe County, Rochester, 

there are a lot of faith-based and volunteer groups that are pro-
viding some of that transportation that you were referring to, and 
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other not-for-profits. I think what would help is some support for 
infrastructure, for vehicles, for communications, for technology, 
that could link them together and provide them some of the vehi-
cles, literally, to do their work and share those vehicles. 

So whether that can be achieved through 5311 or 5310 or some 
sort of flexible pot—but to take some of the existing entities that 
are in the community and help build them up, not only the tradi-
tional transit approach, but a lot of services being provided that 
way, and some are starting to get diminished with the high cost 
of fuel and ability to do it. 

But I think there are some creative ways to do that. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. We need a public entity, an oversight, to be the 

dispenser of grant funds. You can’t have the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration making thousands and thousands of individual grants, 
but to major—so do you have some thoughts about creating, say, 
a multicounty, a multicity, rural transit provider entity, such as ex-
ists already? 

Mr. MCDONALD. You have—— 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. Mr. Chairman, in my district that regional orga-

nization already exists, the East Tennessee Resource Agency. And 
they typically coordinate the area offices on aging—— 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes. 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. —which served an awful lot of the population 

that uses rural public transportation. So those organizations are al-
ready out there in many, many cases. Our particular organization 
serves 16 counties and the entire State of Tennessee is served by 
human resource agencies that operate rural transportation sys-
tems. So I would advocate for using those existing organizations as 
conduits through which Federal funds could flow. And in all of 
these agencies are experiencing very, very significant—well, the 
squeeze is on of course. The aging population is placing more de-
mand on the systems, and then, of course, operating costs are going 
through the roof. And in our particular district the replacement of 
very, very expensive vehicles is a particular problem as well. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Do they operate on a regularly scheduled basis? 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. They do, yes, they do. And every county is 

served—— 
Mr. OBERSTAR. And under what overall jurisdiction is the human 

resources program? 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. We have 16 counties that are served by the 

human resource—or Knoxville. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Is the board an entity of the 16 counties? 
Mr. BOBROWSKI. Yes, sir, it is. The board is composed of the may-

ors of the 16 counties. 
Mr. OBERSTAR. Okay. That could be a very good model for else-

where in the country. Others have thoughts? Mr. Lynch. 
Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, you asked what we’d do if we had 

been given responsibility to write this portion of the bill. I think 
the first thing that I would do is thank you for the increase in Fed-
eral funding that we got and respectfully ask you to keep it up in 
the next bill. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Oh, we will, it will be bigger. 
Mr. LYNCH. And under what we have done under the Schweitzer 

administration, Governor Schweitzer in Montana, for the first time 
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in years, if not the history of Montana, we have actually brought 
together two agencies which deal with rides—and that is the De-
partment of Transportation and the Office of Public Health—and 
the grant money that they receive to provide ridership. And we are 
trying to coordinate our efforts with their efforts where we can 
maximize the Federal funding that we receive through Medicare 
and other sources through public health and that that we receive 
through the SAFTEA-LU in providing rides and transportation op-
portunities. We have grown a lot in Montana since that. Since 
2005, we have gone from 12 transit providers to 36. That may not 
sound like a lot, but for a rural State like Montana, where some 
of us even still ride horses, that is a big improvement. 

One of the obstacles that we have seen, I think can be addressed 
by offering the flexibility, which I have talked about earlier, and 
through coordination within State agencies that deal with rides. 
What is important is really working the coordination level and try-
ing to consolidate services to the users—— 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes. 
Mr. LYNCH. —of the transit system. And oddly enough, and sur-

prising to me, our obstacle has not always been just from the gov-
ernmental standpoint, but also the riders. And understanding that, 
you know, some riders don’t want to ride with other riders. When 
we are consolidating elderly with disabled and whatnot, there is 
sometimes problems. And I think our agency, our State, has taken 
a leadership role in trying to educate and basically eliminate some 
of the perceived conceptions of why two different uses of transpor-
tation systems within our State can’t function on the same bus. 
Now, there are going to be exceptions, but I think that is really the 
big effort that we need to do at a State level from a governmental 
standpoint. 

You asked earlier if there was a governmental agency that is re-
sponsible. I think that is a very proactive move the States can 
make in trying to encourage people to share the ride. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. You touch on something that is very important 
and that is consolidating the multiplicity of services provided under 
the aegis of different Federal and non Federal programs. I found 
in hearings I have conducted in ’87, ’88, 137 Federal Government 
programs that provide funding for transportation services, most of 
them not in the Department of Transportation and the agencies 
weren’t talking to each other. 

Is that Mr. Clinger, a former Member of Congress, a Republican 
from Pennsylvania, a Ranking Member and myself, he and I were 
exasperated. So finally, I said we need to coordinate all of these. 
So we had three different cabinet officers whose departments were 
engaged in funding transportation activities. I said we’re going to 
have a hearing, and all three of you are going to come. And we are 
going to find out how to coordinate. So they came and said, we 
have agreed on a coordinating counsel. When did you do that that? 
This morning. 

Yes, Mr. Pangborn. 
Mr. PANGBORN. Just to reemphasize that, you know the silos at 

the Federal level, the funding silos have built up the same silos at 
the State level. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Yes, that is exactly right. 
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Mr. PANGBORN. To get the Department of Transportation to talk 
to the Department of Health and Human Services with all these 
myriad of rules, the one thing the Federal government could do in 
the legislation is require that coordination and consolidation. So if 
you want the money, you have got to set up the system that it hap-
pens at the local level. That would be absolutely critical. Because 
they deal from different perspectives, and it is very hard to get 
them to sit at the table and talk the same language. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. It hasn’t changed in 20 years. Mr. Isaacs. 
Mr. ISAACS. And with respect to what you can do. What we have 

noticed over the past many years is that with what was previously 
the urban mass transportation programs and now the FTA pro-
grams, is that State DOTs have typically been grant managers for 
those smaller programs. And in some states you haven’t seen as 
much focus on statewide public transportation planning where the 
state can take the lead role in becoming the advocate and the 
champion for linking all the rural services and regional operators 
into a statewide network with some Federal guidance and some 
oversight about what they should be planning and how they should 
be planning it. I think State DOTs can play that role very effec-
tively. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. McDonald. That is a very good thought, I ap-
preciate that. 

Mr. MCDONALD. One the requirements of SAFETEA-LU, which 
was a very positive gain, was the requirement that public transit 
and human services engage in a planning and develop local plans. 
And we have done that in our community and I am sure others 
across New York. So I would say that continuing that requirement 
is certainly in order. And then looking at again that local 9 county 
region, some strategic recommendations were developed. A lot of 
those had to deal with what we talked about today access to infor-
mation and the creation of a central number and database, the use 
of technology, supporting specialized transportation as well as 
many recommendations on public transit. So continuing that re-
quirement as has been said, which exists now in a new way and 
strengthening it in the reauthorization would be a very positive 
and continuing that process. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. We are down to about 6 or 7 minutes left on the 
vote. I would invite you to combine your thoughts and give us some 
principles, if you will, for improving service to rural communities 
through public transit, including over the road, inner city bus serv-
ices, transit type activities and your thoughts about coordination 
and consolidation. Give us whatever number of points you think 
would be beneficial. We need to merge those into legislative lan-
guage in the very near future as we prepare for the authorization 
bill next year. 

Thank you, Madam Chair. 
Ms. HIRONO. [Presiding.] Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would like 

to thank all the panel members for your input and ideas. And since 
the Chairman has put out a request to you, I am looking forward, 
along with the Members of the Committee for that information 
from all of you. Thank you very much. This hearing is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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